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In the educational field, accountability is one of the 
key issues in the media. No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has 
made a definite impact in the political and social realm of 
society. However, many people do not understand what it 
fully means to education on all levels. 
The aim of this thesis is to compare and contrast the 
Louisiana School Accountability System with the new Federal 
government’s No Child Left Behind. Of key interest in this 
comparative study is:  long-term goals, flagging methods, 
disaggregation of subgroups, starting out - 
index/proficiency rate, modification/corrective plans, 
number of tests, indicators, and high stakes testing. An 
example of possible conclusions is included using 
elementary and middle school data from 2002. In addition to 
these quantitative measures, a qualitative section is 
integrated into the report from the researcher’s own 
experiences as a participant observer to better inform the 
reader in issues concerning accountability.   
Many questions encircle the newly instated system, but 
queries particularly surround the implementation, 
implications, and conclusions that will be evident in the 
further institution of NCLB.  
 viii
Nevertheless, this thesis hopes to provide insight 
into the impact of accountability in Louisiana and, more 
particularly, the changes that must be made for Louisiana 
to be in compliance with the Federal government. Every 
person who has a stake in education needs to be able to 
understand the major components of accountability under the 
Federal NCLB; the aim of this project is relaying that very 
information. 
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On January 8, 2002, United States President George W. 
Bush signed into legislation the No Child Left Behind Act 
or the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2001 
(reauthorization of the ESEA Act of 1965)1. President Bush 
wanted to establish a program that would close the 
education gap between our diverse range of students, 
increase their knowledge, and encourage them to become 
independent learners.  The Act’s four principle goals are: 
to institute stronger accountability standards for schools 
and students, expanded flexibility and local control, 
expanded options for parents, and an emphasis on teaching 
methods that have been proven to work (Urban Think Tank 
Institute, 2002). This particular report will focus only on 
the first principle stated above.  
Accountability, in the opinion of many, is the biggest 
component of No Child Left Behind; therefore, much 
consideration must be given to the understanding of it. 
Concerning this topic, President George W. Bush defines it 
as:  
Accountability is an exercise in hope. When we 
raise academic standards, children raise their 
                                                 
1 A list of all helpful abbreviations for the subject of accountability 
is included in Appendix A.  
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academic sights. When children are regularly 
tested, teachers know where and how to improve. 
When parents know scores, parents are empowered 
to push for change.  When accountability for our 
schools is real, the results for our children are 
real (U.S. Department of State, 2001).  
 
One can rarely pick up a newspaper without reading 
about “No Child Left Behind” or the “Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 2001”. Even with conflicts 
abroad, this topic still cannot be dismissed from the 
American public eye.  President Bush has made No Child Left 
Behind the “cornerstone of <his> Administration” (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2002a) and the “centerpiece of the 
education agenda” (Linn et al., 2002). Perhaps an important 
principal accomplishment for the President, as well as his 
administration, was the fact that both political parties 
agreed on this issue and passed legislation supporting 
increased standards of education (The White House, 2002). 
Even though there have been many changes in the specific 
outlines of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act over 
the years, the intent is still the same since 1965, as 
evident in Public Law 107-110, Section 1001: 
To ensure equal and educational opportunity for all 
children regardless of socioeconomic background and to 
close the achievement gap between poor and affluent 
children by providing additional resources for schools 
serving disadvantaged students (U.S. Government, 
Office of the Federal Register, 2002). 
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Many feel that the way to best achieve this goal is through 
the means of accountability.  
Currently, the biggest “buzzword” in American 
educational systems is accountability. Perhaps members of 
the general population do not even know what it means; all 
they know is that it is a high-profile idea and people say 
that we must have accountability for our public schools. 
The idea of accountability is easy to grasp as a whole, yet 
complicated to implement and understand the implications. 
Many issues, especially concerning financial distributions 
among states, districts, and schools, depend on the 
outcomes of the accountability program on the national and 
state levels.  
 The purpose of this document is to give insight into 
the similarities and differences regarding two 
accountability systems: state-based versus the national 
system. This will be done by a comparative study of both 
systems. A quantitative and qualitative explanation as well 
as discussions concerning accountability and its 
consequences will be given via examples from experiences, 











Webster’s Dictionary defines accountability as “the 
quality or state of being accountable, liable, or 
responsible” (1961). By this definition, people and objects 
or ideas are responsible to one another. For instance, some 
who have problems with alcohol or drugs find an 
“accountability partner” so that they may be able to keep 
their disease ever in focus. Others use accountability in 
the business community to hold businesses, companies, and 
people liable to ethical and moral laws. In like manner, 
accountability is highly applicable in the educational 
field.   
Therefore, what is educational accountability and the 
rationale behind it? In the opinion of most, there are two 
main functions of accountability. First of all, one of the 
main points focuses on holding schools accountable for 
funding. Schools are funded primarily through public 
finances and play a role in the education of present and 
future generations; therefore, they should fulfill the 
aims, purposes, and objectives which society defines for 
them. Whether schools are accountable to the government, 
the local community, the parents who send their children to 
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the schools, the taxpayer, the students themselves, or all 
of the entities listed, schools should strive to meet the 
basic needs of the society in which they reside. Secondly, 
a school must aim to improve its current conditions. By 
implementing an accountability plan, schools can identify 
current strengths and areas for development as a basis for 
finding an appropriate strategy to meet society’s needs 
(Annenberg Institute for School Reform, 1997).  
Background 
The passage of No Child Left Behind has marked a 
considerably more important Federal role in education. The 
Federal government looked at current states’ accountability 
systems as well as other sources to put together a uniform 
system for the nation. All states were required to submit 
an accountability plan to the Federal government by January 
31, 2003. States submitted their existing accountability 
plans to the U.S. Department of Education. If no plans were 
submitted, a state may use those plans outlined by the No 
Child Left Behind policy. Due to the extensive amount of 
changing information, this paper is based upon information 
through April 15, 2003.  
As of April 15, 2003, ten states have been approved 
under No Child Left Behind: Colorado, Delaware, Indiana, 
Kansas, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mississippi, New York, 
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Ohio, and West Virginia (U.S. Department of Education, 
2003). As of this date, Louisiana’s Department of Education 
has sent her plan into the Federal government formally once 
and been denied. The main reason for her policy rejection 
was because of the fact that the plan did not identify 
subgroups of students. The subgroups consist of 
White/Caucasian, African American, Hispanic American, Asian 
American, Native American, Economically 
Disadvantaged/Poverty, Students With Disabilities/Special 
Education, and English as a Second Language, dividing the 
entire school population into these eight categories. The 
subject of subgroups will be addressed in depth in a 
subsequent chapter.  
 Louisiana presently is trying to modify her plans to 
suit those of the Federal government’s by including 
subjects like subgroup analyses. Ultimately, she would like 
to change as little as possible with the goal of keeping as 
much of the old accountability system as in tact as the 
Federal government would allow (Louisiana Governor’s 
Office, 2002).  
Why is subgroup identification so important? In many 
accountability systems, the only numbers that anyone – 
particularly stakeholders – would obtain are the “whole 
school” numbers. Overall, if a school was doing well, then 
 7
the general public would not realize certain subgroups were 
not making significant strides. By dividing into subgroups, 
education officials can identify possible weaknesses within 
a certain subgroup (i.e. African-American Mathematics).  
Louisiana was one of the first states to implement an 
accountability system, even before No Child Left Behind 
came into being (Pettys, 2001). Therefore, advocates for 
and against converting to the national accountability 
system, under the well-known title No Child Left Behind, 
can be found offering opinions concerning accountability. 
Even Louisiana Governor Mike Foster says, “Let me be clear: 
Louisiana’s Accountability Program meets the fundamental 
goals and even exceeds many of the requirements of No Child 
Left Behind” (Louisiana Governor’s Office, 2002). He goes 
on to say, “As such, Louisiana is seeking no waivers, but 
rather flexibility from the Federal government so that we 
can keep our successful program in place” (Louisiana 
Governor’s Office, 2002). In view of the fact that so much 
political debate accompanies the topic of accountability, 
with reference to both No Child Left Behind and the 
Louisiana School Accountability System, this paper will 
explore the definitions, the similarities and differences 
of the two programs, the implementations, the implications, 
and the conclusions of the two systems.  
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System Definitions 
What do the definitions of each of the two 
accountability systems imply? First of all, looking at the 
Federal government’s No Child Left Behind, the definition 
is simply in its title. One source says, “…<No Child Left 
Behind’s> title leaves no room for ambiguity” (Wenning, 
2002). President George W. Bush says, “These reforms 
express my deep belief in our public schools and their 
mission to build the mind and character of every child, 
from every background, in every part of America” (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2002a). Under the Federal program, 
no child is to be left behind in any public school in 
America.1  
Louisiana’s accountability system focuses mainly on 
bringing schools up to a comparable level (with the rest of 
the nation) and to give schools and districts the 
opportunity to compete for state and Federal funds. No 
captivating title is offered for the Louisiana School 
Accountability System. This state system primarily uses its 
current programs to define its purpose and goals. Louisiana 
realizes that she is behind other states educationally, 
                                                 
1 Although the NCLB Act mandates that all children become proficient in 
math, English, and science, there is an exception for the bottom five 
percent of students. More than likely, states and schools will place 
special education and LEP (Limited English Proficiency) students in 
this 5% category.  
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which is exactly the reason an accountability system was 
























Chapter Three: Comparisons and Contrasts 
 
 
 Many issues are worthy of comparison and contrast in 
the Federal and state accountability systems; however, only 
the essential components will be discussed in this report. 
Kevin Blanchard, who is a writer for The Advocate 
newspaper, outlines the three main differentiating points 
of the two systems as: 
1. The state measures school performance considering a 
number of subjects. The federal plan focuses on 
math and English.  
 
2. The state sets growth targets for all schools. The  
federal plan bases school performance on whether 
students meet goals, not how much progress they 
make. 
 
3. The state averages all student test scores when  
judging a school’s performance. The federal plan 
wants states to break the test results into 
categories by white students, black students, 
students from poor families and special-education 
students (2002).  
 
The topics that will be discussed in this report include, 
but are not limited to, state and Federal long term goals, 
flagging methods, disaggregation/subgroup analysis, 
index/proficiency rates, corrective modifications, number 
of tests required, indicators for accountability scores, 
and high stakes testing methods. The points submitted by 
Kevin Blanchard are intertwined in these eight topics. The 
 11
chart below gives an overview of the information to follow 
in the subsequent sections. 
 
Quick List of Comparisons and Contrasts
Topic Louisiana Federal 
Goals Up school, up 
students 
Up subgroups, up 
schools 
Flagging Whole School Whole School, 
Subgroups (95%) 
Subgroups/Disaggregation No subgroups Subgroups 
Starting Out SPS Index 20 percentile rate 
Modification/Corrective 
Plans 
Corrective Actions School Improvement 
Number of Tests 2 tests: CRT, NRT 1 test: CRT 







rate, attendance rate 
High Stakes Testing Standardized test at 
every grade level; 
State can pick 
grades to count 
High stakes testing 
at two grades: 4th, 8th 
grades; GEE 
Figure 1: Quick List of Comparisons and Contrasts 
 
Long-term Goals 
 The goals of both accountability systems are 
comparable; however, they differ in the manner and order in 
which they ultimately develop. The focus differs between 
the two plans; nevertheless, both the entire school and the 
individual child are desired to improve.  
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Still, the systems plan to accomplish this development 
in a different manner. Louisiana aims to bring up the 
schools and then students, with the focus being that if <a 
certain> school improves then student improvement will 
follow. The Federal plan aims to bring up individual 
subgroups of children to an appropriate level and then the 
schools, with the consideration that student improvement is 
needed first then school improvement follows.   
 










then            students 
 
 











Figure 2: Long-Term Goals 
 
While both programs target improvement, data is 
lacking on both the state and Federal levels, and one 
cannot give viable information as to which system is more 
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likely to give permanent, desired results. More research 
needs to be conducted concerning this particular topic. 
Perhaps after a few years of data collection with No Child 
Left Behind, a researched, informed answer could be given 
as to which system is more feasible to the individual 
state’s goals. 
Flagging 
 Another important issue worthy of comparison 
concerning the two accountability systems is the method 
used to flag schools for not reaching specific standards of 
achievement. For an entity to be flagged under No Child 
Left Behind, either an entire school or a particular 
subgroup did not meet its Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 
goal, which is the quantitative measurable amount that an 
entity is required to fulfill under the Federal 
government’s accountability program. Andrew Rotherham, who 
is the director of the 21st Century Schools Project at the 
Progressive Policy Institute in Washington and a former 
White House education advisor in the Clinton 
administration, describes AYP as “a set of parameters that 
requires states to measure school performance, primarily 
teaching reading and mathematics” (Mathews, 2003). A 
subgroup/school/district/state must meet AYP to prevent 
itself from going into a corrective or modification plan of 
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action.1 Taking into consideration the goals set forth in 
the previous chapter, one can easily perceive that the 
methods of reform are different for both systems, though 
the object may be considered as the same.  
Louisiana flags only whole schools. If schools are 
below the bar, then they are automatically in corrective 
modifications (more specifically, Corrective Actions I). 
Corrective Actions and/or School Improvement will be 
explained in greater detail in a subsequent section. If 
schools do not make their anticipated growth target, they 
will also be placed in Corrective Actions I. The focus is 
on schools and not individuals.  
The state realized that under No Child Left Behind, 
subgroup insufficiencies must be reported and a plan of 
action must be made. As stated earlier in this report, 
Louisiana tried to submit a plan without identifying 
subgroups and was rejected by the Federal government. Under 
the No Child Left Behind legislation, Louisiana argues that 
60-85 percent of school would be flagged due to test scores 
and other variables of subgroups (Lussier, 2002b). In a 
subsequent chapter, data were used to determine if this 
                                                 
1 A topic to be discussed in a later section. A program called “Safe 
Harbor” can prevent someone who did not meet AYP from going into School 
Improvement.  
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would be the case for schools for Louisiana (See Chapter 
Four for more information.).  
To caution schools that may be in danger of being 
flagged, the Louisiana Department of Education has composed 
a document called Watch List (See Appendix B). Schools are 
notified that they are not making adequate progress, (e.s. 
test scores are decreasing, growth target missed, etc.). 
Currently, 103 out of 1,378 schools in Louisiana are in 
danger of being in Corrective Actions (Hasten, 2002).  
There is a discrepancy in data and resources. The article, 
written Nov. 8, 2002, reports 105 schools; however, the 
Watch List only lists 103. Also, Under No Child Left 
Behind, Louisiana officials believe that over 300 schools 
would be flagged. Many argue that this number would not be 
advantageous to Louisiana’s current financial situation. 
Funding has always been a major issue for education in 
Louisiana. In the past, education was not valued as highly 
in Louisiana as it was in other states; therefore, 
financial allocations were not always generous. Over the 
past few years, Louisiana has made significant strides to 
correct this problem, but needless to say, the financial 
strain on Louisiana for education has been significant. 
Many other departments, beside education, have required 
significant amounts of money from the state for various 
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projects, such as coastline preservation and highway 
reconstruction.  
As a clarification of the issue of flagging schools in 
Louisiana, Governor Foster’s Education policy advisor, Mike 
Wang, gave some insight into this subject in an interview. 
Even though whole schools are flagged under Louisiana’s 
system, every single child is held accountable. He says, 
“The great thing about high stakes testing is not a single 
kid in Louisiana, whether he’s black, white, or polka-dot, 
who if he can’t do the work, can slip by the system” (M. 
Wang, personal communication, April 9, 2003). If a child 
does not pass the tests, essentially, he or she cannot 
graduate from school or move on to the next grade level.  
 No Child Left Behind’s system will flag under two 
circumstances: (1) a specific subgroup did not make its 
goal and/or (2) a school did not make its goal. A subgroup 
flag is dependent upon 95% of the subgroup participating in 
testing, and/or the whole school did not make its Adequate 
Yearly Progress. Both Louisiana and No Child Left Behind 
aim to help students who are performing inadequately; 
however, No Child Left Behind’s policy is much more 
rigorous on this point than Louisiana. Louisiana is 
currently working on a compromise to present to the Peer 
Review committee (a definition to be given in an ensuing 
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section), and subsequently, the Federal government, in the 
next few months. A more detailed example of the how a 
school would be flagged is included in Appendix D, in 
addition to the information given in this section.  This 
Appendix example will be useful in understanding the 
differences in the accountability systems as well as give 
possible scenarios and implications of the implementation 
of the two systems.  
Additionally, schools may be flagged based on the 20th 
percentile numbers (a definition also to be given in a 
subsequent section). If subgroups are below the 20th 
percentile on the accountability results, the school is 
targeted for School Improvement I (equivalent to 
Louisiana’s Corrective Actions II).2 There is some leeway 
when dealing with school Growth Targets and subgroup and 
school Adequate Yearly Progress. If a subgroup has 100 
students with 85% non-proficient, then the school would 
enter into a program called “Safe Harbor” if it meets two 
conditions. The first condition is that it has to reduce 
its percent of non-proficient students by 10 percent. 
Secondly, attendance rate has to be at 90 percent or 
improve over its previous year’s rate. Only by meeting 
                                                 
2 The differences between Corrective Actions and School Improvement are 
outlined in another section of this chapter, entitled “Corrective 
Modifications”, as well as contained in a chart in Appendix A.  
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these two stipulations can a school prevent itself from 
going into School Improvement/Corrective Actions. 
 
Properties of Flagging Methods 
Louisiana Federal 
Only whole schools are flagged Whole schools and subgroups are 
flagged 
Schools will be flagged if no growth 
target is made 
Schools or subgroups will be flagged 
if no AYP is made 
Based on School Performance Scores Based on 20th percentile numbers 
Schools with 85% non-proficient can enter into “Safe Harbor” by meeting 
two conditions (both systems):  
1. Improve non-proficiency by 10% 
2. 90% attendance of students or improvement over previous year’s 
attendance 
Figure 3: Properties of Flagging Methods 
 
Disaggregation/Subgroups 
 One of the biggest discrepancies between the Federal 
accountability system (No Child Left Behind - NCLB) and the 
Louisiana School Accountability System (LASAS) is 
disaggregation of subgroups. This subject alone poses the 
biggest threat to Louisiana’s accountability program to be 
approved by the Federal government. Louisiana based her 
findings and decisions on whole school systems, whereas No 
Child Left Behind wanted a breakdown of individual 
subgroups. Appendix E gives an example of the diversity of 
subgroups of some schools in Louisiana. For example, Albert 
Wicker Elementary School in New Orleans contains no other 
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children except African American, Pierre Part Primary 
School in Assumption Parish only hosts White/Caucasian 
students, and Ebarb School in Sabine Parish has a majority 
of American Indian students. Nevertheless, schools like 
John Ehret High School in Jefferson Parish boasts students 
of every major subgroup. (See Appendix E for more 
illustrations of diversity (or lack thereof) of subgroups 
in some schools in Louisiana).           
 
 





1. African American 
2. Asian American 
3. Hispanic American 
4. Native American 
5. White/Caucasian 
 
English Language Proficiency and 
Disabilities 
      
6. Economically 
Disadvantaged/Poverty  
7. Students With 
Disabilities/Special Education  
8. English as a Second Language 
(ESL)  




As mentioned before, there are eight subgroups to be 
identified under No Child Left Behind (Linn et al., 2002), 
which are contained in the table above. 
 Some students may be found in more than one subgroup. 
For instance, an immigrant from Costa Rica might appear in 
the following subgroups: Hispanic American, Poverty, and 
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English as a Second Language. A student will not appear in 
more than four subgroups.  
 Currently, in Louisiana, there must be at least 10 
students in a single school to qualify adding a subgroup to 
the data on which decisions are based (Lussier, 2002c). The 
data will indicate that the school does not have the 
particular subgroup if the student population has below 10 
members. Therefore, if a northern Louisiana school only has 
seven (7) Hispanic Americans, then that particular subgroup 
would not be counted toward the subgroup calculations for 
Adequate Yearly Progress, but would be included toward the 
whole-school computations. In Louisiana, some believe that 
the number of students to qualify separation into a 
specific subgroup will go up to 30 or 40 in the near 
future. This may allow fewer schools to be flagged for 
subgroup insufficiencies if fewer subgroups are identified 
as non-proficient.  
According to No Child Left Behind, the number of 
students to qualify a subgroup is left up to the state 
(U.S. Department of Education, 2002b). No number is given 
for a “typical” recommendation for the amount of students 
to be included in subgroup calculations. 
 Some policymakers in Louisiana do not agree with 
disaggregation of students. They insist that this policy 
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will further encourage desegregation, an ongoing problem in 
Louisiana, especially in East Baton Rouge Parish (Lussier, 
2002b). Political pressure is a continuing predicament for 
educational officials concerning this issue.  A Federal law 
has forbidden some students from attending certain schools 
because of desegregation laws. However, under No Child Left 
Behind, a school that has not met AYP must offer school 
choice. A relevant issue now is whether or not to override 
current legislation or revise No Child Left Behind to meet 
this challenge. Nevertheless, identifying subgroup 
strengths and weaknesses is a substantial part of the 
accountability policy in No Child Left Behind. 
Starting Out – Index/Proficiency Rate  
 Concerning accountability, how a school/district/state 
is measured inevitably must begin with a starting point. An 
actual number, called a baseline score, must be computed so 
that progress can be determined. Louisiana uses the term 
“Growth Target” to determine if an entity reaches its 
assigned growth amount. The Federal government uses the 
term “Adequate Yearly Progress”. Growth Target and Adequate 
Yearly Progress have essentially the same purpose under 
both accountability systems. Under the No Child Left Behind 
legislation, Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) must be made or 
the school will be placed into a counteractive program 
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called School Improvement (SI). AYP is one of the central 
features of No Child Left Behind’s accountability system 
(Brown, 2002).  
 Since the Louisiana School Accountability System 
(LASAS) was in place long before No Child Left Behind, 
Louisiana had a different way of computing a baseline score 
and hence the Growth Target for individual entities. The 
first baseline score was calculated using the 1999’s 
Criterion-referenced test (CRT) and Norm-referenced test 
(NRT) scores from spring 1999 and the prior year’s 
attendance and dropout data. Louisiana calls this score the 
School Performance Score or SPS. Every cycle (two years)3 
will be recalculated using the previous baseline score, and 
average in the two years’ scores used for the School 
Performance Score. Appendix F is example of how the SPS and 
Growth Target numbers are used. This Louisiana Education 
Report Card is contained in a document prepared by Council 
for a Better Louisiana (CABL) to provide school information 
to the public (2003). For instance, the document informs 
that 21 schools in Orleans Parish and 2 schools in East 
Baton Rouge Parish are failing, performing well below 
acceptable state standards and not meeting 2-year growth 
                                                 
3 Recent reports inform that the Accountability Commission approved a 
yearly cycle - congruent with NCLB.  
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targets after four years in Corrective Actions. Also, a 
breakdown of schools that did not make their Growth Targets 
is listed. Examples of such include: 42 schools in Orleans 
Parish, 7 schools in Caddo Parish, 5 schools in Jefferson 
Parish, and 4 schools in East Baton Rouge Parish. Other 
examples of how the SPS and Growth Target numbers are used 
are included in the document. 
Many believe that Louisiana’s problem reaching an 
adequate proficiency level is that she set forth her 
standards before much research existed on the matter (Linn 
et al., 2002). Therefore, the standards were set unaware 
that they would be used to establish Adequate Yearly 
Progress objectives (under No Child Left Behind) or that 
significant restrictions would be coupled with failure to 
meet the AYP targets. For example, in comparison with three 
states, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas, the percent 
proficient, an acceptable level of achievement, on state 
tests were 7%, 39%, and 92%, respectively. Standardized 
test scores, such as the Louisiana Educational Assessment 
Program (LEAP), measure these proficiency percents. 
Nevertheless, surely the gaps are not that wide. Louisiana 
has obviously set her standards far above those of Texas or 
Mississippi (Linn et al., 2003). “Proficiency” and 
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“passing” have very different meanings in each of these 
state systems.  
 For No Child Left Behind, a certain procedure is used 
for determining the starting point to measure Adequate 
Yearly Progress. A state will use the higher value of the 
two following scenarios. Appendix G gives an example of 
this idea in conjunction with possible numbers. Twenty 
schools are used for this case. 
First of all, all schools are ranked by the percentage 
of students scoring “proficient” on standardized tests. 
This will be divided into categories of Mathematics, 
English, and later Science in 2005-06. Once ranked, the 
data is counted up from the bottom to reach 20 percent of 
total student enrollment. In the example, there are a total 
of 9399 students in 20 schools. 20 percent of the total 
enrollment is 1879.9. Counting from the bottom, the school 
with the 20th percentile student occurs in a school that has 
39 percent proficient in a certain subject. The percentage 
of students proficient in that school is the starting 
point/baseline score for the particular state’s Adequate 
Yearly Progress.   
Secondly, the percentage of students “proficient” in 
the lowest achieving subgroup taken from the eight 
subgroups mentioned previously: economically disadvantaged, 
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major racial/ethnic groups, students with disabilities, and 
students with limited English proficiency. This is a 
different number from the ranked percentage mentioned 
above. In the example in Appendix G, African Americans had 
an average of 30 percent proficient statewide, Asian 
Americans had 79, Hispanic Americans had 52, Native 
Americans had 44, White/Caucasians had 62, Poverty had 33, 
Special Education had 30, and English as a Second Language 
had 35. The lowest achieving subgroup had an average of 30 
percent proficient.  
In establishing this starting point, the state must 
use the higher of either the proficiency level of the 
state’s lowest-achieving group or the proficiency level of 
the students at the 20th percentile across the state, (among 
all schools ranked by the percentage of students at the 
proficient level). Whichever scenario produces the higher 
value, that number will be the starting point for measuring 
AYP for No Child Left Behind. In the example, 39 is higher 
than 30; therefore, 39 will be used as the starting point. 
This number will be evaluated each cycle. 
Corrective Modifications 
 Louisiana termed its modification program as 
Corrective Actions (CA), whereas No Child Left Behind 
termed it School Improvement (SI). A comparability chart of 
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the two systems is contained in the following page. Many 
are confused on the difference of wording between the two 
systems; however, they are very similar.  
In the previous section, Adequate Yearly Progress was 
defined only as the method the Federal government used 
compared to Louisiana’s Growth Target program. Here, 
Adequate Yearly Progress is more minutely defined in terms 
of corrective modifications.  
 For a school or district to make Adequate Yearly 
Progress, each subgroup of students must meet or exceed a 
statewide annual objective, and for each group, 95% of 
students enrolled must participate in the assessments on 
which AYP is based. For a state to make AYP, each subgroup 
of students must meet certain goals.  
 If a school/district/state does not make AYP for two 
consecutive years, then the state must begin with its 
School Improvement (SI) modification plans (Corrective 
Actions I, II, III in Louisiana). Corrective Actions I, II, 
and III are levels of checks and balances to put 
Louisiana’s schools on target. Eventually, if a school does 





Corrective Actions vs. School Improvement
State Corrective Actions NCLB School Improvement 
Year 1 Corrective Action I 
*School Improvement Plan revised and         
      implemented 
*District Assistance Team assigned 
 
Not Applicable 
Year 2 Corrective Action I  
*Continue previous remedies 
Not Applicable 
Year 1 Corrective Action II 
*School Improvement Plan revised and    
     implemented 
*District Assistance Team assigned 
*Distinguished Educator (DE) assigned 
*School Choice 
2 Years No AYP 
(of either subgroups or whole schools) 
*School Choice 
*LEA Technical Assistance 
Year 2 Corrective Action II – 
Interim score does not meet 40% of 
Growth Target 
*Year 1 remedies continue 
*Supplemental Services 
3 Years No AYP 
*Continue previous remedies 
*Supplemental Services (SES) 
Year 1 Corrective Actions III -  
Academically Unacceptable and not 
achieving Growth Target 
*CAII remedies continue 
*Develop School Reconstitution Plan for  
     BESE approval (new programs, new      
     teachers, better certification    
     qualifications, etc.)  
4 Years No AYP 
*Continue previous remedies 
*Corrective Action 
    -Replace staff 
    -New curriculum 
    -Decrease management authority at    
         school level 
     -Assign outside expert 
     -Extend school year or day 
     -Restructure 
Year 2 Corrective Action III – 
Interim score does not meet 40% of 
Growth Target 
*Year 1 remedies continue 
*Implement approved Reconstitution Plan 
5 Years No AYP for subgroups 
*Continue previous remedies 
*Develop plan for Alternate Governance 
Not Applicable 6 Years No AYP for subgroups 
*Alternate Governance 
     -Charter 
     -Replace staff 
     -Private management 
     -State control 
     -Other fundamental reform 
Figure 5: Corrective Actions vs. School Improvement 
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which to send their children – but not school vouchers for 
private or parochial schools (Cable News Network, 2002). 4 5 
Since Louisiana has had her system in place since 1999 
with no national precedent available at that time, her 
policies are quite different. In fact, Louisiana has 
repercussions and modifications that must be made two years 
before the No Child Left Behind School Improvement plans 
would come into action. Also, as mentioned before, 
Louisiana officials believe that Louisiana has set her 
standards of achievement proficiency too high; therefore, 
she believes that she is unable to reach those original 
goals. No Child Left Behind does not have such high 
standards to be made so rapidly (Linn et al., 2002). 
 Louisiana immediately requires its troubled schools to 
submit and revise School Improvement Plans (SIP)6 and have a 
District Assistant Teams (DAT) assigned. Only after two 
years of not meeting their Growth Target (Adequate Yearly 
Progress for No Child Left Behind) does a school have to 
enter into School Improvement preventative measures.  
                                                 
4 Additional information on Corrective Actions comes from Charles 
Lussier with The Advocate newspaper: “Corrective Actions has three 
levels. Currently 181 schools in the state are in level 1, and 25 are 
in level 2. Schools that reach level 3 are in danger of being  
reconfigured and placed under new management; no schools in the state 
as of yet fall into that category.” (2002b) 
5 However, many states are debating the issue. One such state is 
Colorado. Colorado is the first state to approve public school vouchers 
(Cable News Network, 2003). 
6 SIP is a program under Corrective Actions; it is not to be confused 
with the Federal School Improvement program.  
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Perhaps an integration of the two systems would be 
acceptable to both sides – state and Federal advocates. A 
proposal of that action is presented on the following page. 
Number of Tests  
 For both Federal and state legislation, a key 
component for accountability issues is relying on 
information from standardized tests. Many positive and 
negative issues result from the implementation (or no 
implementation) of standardized tests. This topic is too 
complicated to address fully here, but much research has 
been done to support standardized testing (Hodgkinson, 
1982; Marsh, 1996) as well as to discredit its use (Popham, 
2002; Steele, 1997) in accountability issues. Nevertheless, 
many educational policymakers feel that the tests are 
useful in determining whether or not a 
school/district/state/nation is performing adequately in 
terms of comparisons and norms to others regarding a set 
curriculum. 
Louisiana currently uses two tests for consideration 
in the decisions made for accountability purposes. They are 
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS), which are norm- 
referenced (NRT), and the Louisiana Educational Assessment 
Program (LEAP) tests, which are criterion-referenced tests 
(CRT).  The LEAP tests are based mostly on Louisiana’s 
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Proposed Integration of Corrective Action 
and School Improvement for Louisiana 
Current Proposed Who  Remedy 
CA I CA Whole School District Assistance 
Team 
CAII Year 1 SI 2 *Any school failing 
subgroup AYP 2 years 
*1st year AUS 
School Choice 
CAII Year 2 SI 3 *Any school failing 
subgroup AYP 3 Years 
*AUS not making 40% 
of GT 
Add SES (Supplemental 
Services) 
CAIII Year 1 SI 4 *Any school failing 
subgroup AYP 4 years 
*AUS?  
Add from NCLB  
Corrective Action List 
    -Replace staff 
    -New curriculum 
    -Decrease mgmt. 
authority at school level 
    -Assign outside expert 
    -Extend school year 
or day 
    -Restructure 
CAIII Year 2 SI 5 *Any school failing 
subgroup AYP 5 years 
*AUS? 
Add Development plan 
for Alternate 
Governance 
Not Applicable SI 6 *Any school failing AYP 
6 years and/or  
*AUS? 
Implement Alternate 
Governance Plan  
* CA = Corrective Actions; SI = School Improvement; AYP = Adequate Yearly 
Progress; AUS = Academically Unacceptable School; SES = Supplemental Services7 
Figure 6: Proposed Integration of Corrective Actions and 
School Improvement for Louisiana 
 
 
standards while the Iowa Tests are more closely related to 
national standards and norms.  
 No Child Left Behind wants one test for each state 
that is a criterion-referenced test (instead of having 
                                                 
7 Taken by permission from a handout from the Accountability Commission 
Meeting; February 2003; First Baptist Church; Baton Rouge, Louisiana.  
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something like the LEAP tests and the ITBS), and this being 
done on an annual basis in grades three through eight. 
Currently, only nine states have standard-based or 
criterion-referenced tests in mathematics and English that 
comply with No Child Left Behind (Olson, 2002).  
Cooperation is being made with test companies and state 
entities to combine tests (CRT and NRT) that will be used 
for the CRT component that No Child Left Behind purposes to 
use. The Iowa Tests are expanding to meet the new needs of 
No Child Left Behind. So far, New York, New Jersey, and 
Ohio have worked with ITBS to compile a test that is 
standards-based. Also, ITBS is working on a compilation of 
test questions that will be used to meet each state’s 
criteria and standards, while still being able to use them 
for norm-referenced results.8 Test companies like ITBS 
realize that with the new No Child Left Behind guidelines, 
their function as an entity must change or modify in the 
coming years if they still want to be used for education 
testing purposes.  
 Many states are using Iowa tests for norm-referenced 
tests while still giving a state-constructed criterion-
based test for accountability decisions. As well as 
                                                 
8 Information taken from Riverside Publishing Company site (Riverside 
Publishing Educational Assessments, 2003).   
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Louisiana, Georgia is another example of this form of 
implementation. However, Georgia has determined to test in 
the fall, instead of the spring, with hopes of not 
“<hammering the kids> in March” of every year with a myriad 
of tests (Tofig, 2003). 
Indicators for Accountability Scores 
 Though similar, two different sets of data are 
required for state and Federal information. Louisiana’s 
current system is willing to and, as stated in the above 
section, has made strides in changing her system to meet No 
Child Left Behind’s proposed system.  
Louisiana’s current structure involves four indicators 
that determine whether or not an entity made its goal. They 
are:  
1. Criterion-referenced test – LEAP tests (Louisiana 
Educational Assessment Program tests), 
2. Norm-referenced test – ITBS (Iowa Tests of Basic 
Skills), 
3. Dropout rate, and 
4. Attendance rate. 
 No Child Left Behind has three main indicators to 
determine whether or not an educational entity has made its 
Adequate Yearly Progress. The indicators are:  
1. Graduation rate, 
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2. Attendance rate, and 
3. Criterion-referenced test – (one in 
English/Language Arts (ELA), one in Mathematics, 
and one in Science (starting in 2005-6); eventually 
social studies will be an indicator). 
Now, Louisiana argues that the use of the dropout rate 
and the attendance rate will yield a comparable number to 
the use of the graduation rate that No Child Left Behind 
has instituted in its policy. Currently, more research is 
being conducted on that matter to see whether or not the 
numbers will be congruent with No Child Left Behind’s and 
be approved by the Peer Review Committee. As mentioned 
before, the Committee is a panel of educational advisors 
from around the state and nation that meets to review 
accountability plans and to give the Federal Department of 
Education a recommendation for approving a state’s 
accountability system plan.  
High Stakes Testing 
 As previously discussed, testing is a huge component 
of accountability measures. Many issues revolve around 
when, where, how, what, and why a child should be tested. 
No Child Left Behind is more stringent on that issue than 
Louisiana has been in the past.  
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Louisiana currently has high stakes testing at two 
grades: 4th and 8th, both being criterion-referenced tests. 
Also, the Graduation Exit Examination (GEE) is administered 
in the 10th and 11th grades. Louisiana would have to produce 
a test at each grade level relative to each grade’s current 
standards. A problem with this system will be evident in 
high school grades. Since so many educational and 
occupational tracks are available for students (i.e. a 
student could take American History – or any subject - in 
9th grade or in 12th grade), test makers, for instance, would 
find it very difficult to produce a test that would be 
appropriate in content for all 9th graders. Much 
consideration must be imparted when dealing with matters 
such as these. Many in Louisiana believe that testing 
should be for every grade level until one gets to high 
school, at which time the GEE will be a sufficient testing 
measurement.  
 No Child Left Behind believes that a child should be 
administered a standardized, criterion-referenced test at 
every grade level from third until eighth grade,9 but that 
the state has the option of choosing the grades that will 
be used for information on accountability issues (for 
                                                 
9 This, eventually, will involve every grade level under the public 
school system. Many believe that this is impossibility, while others 
believe it is necessary to rectify our current educational situation.  
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instance, Louisiana might keep her current system of 
testing 4th and 8th graders for NAEP, the National Assessment 
of Educational Progress).  
 Though many discrepancies exist concerning the 
important issues of No Child Left Behind and the Louisiana 
School Accountability System, one can easily see the 
similarities between the two. This could be a result of the 
accumulation of information that the Federal government 
collected in its attempt to come up with a system of 
accountability for the nation. When looking at Louisiana’s 
policy of accountability, one would be amazed at the 
repetitiveness of it compared to No Child Left Behind. 
However, these discrepancies could be the problems that do 
not allow Louisiana from using her accountability system 
























 The implementation of the Louisiana School 
Accountability System has been highly revered by many. In 
fact, Louisiana received raves from the National Assessment 
of Educational Progress (NAEP) who insisted that 
Louisiana’s scores have gone up since implementing an 
accountability system. Louisiana’s system has had some 
great affects on her rankings within the nation. The 2000 
NAEP math report found Louisiana 4th graders to be the most 
improved in the nation, with a nine-point increase. 
Louisiana 8th graders were the third most improved, with a 
seven-point increase. Even on the 2001 Iowa Tests, 
Louisiana students either exceeded or neared the national 
average (Louisiana Department of Education, 2001). 
Nevertheless, to be approved by the Federal system, 
Louisiana has begun to integrate and add some of the No 
Child Left Behind components into her current system.  
Scientifically Based Research 
 A huge idea in the No Child Left Behind legislation is 
Scientifically Based Research (SBR). The Federal 
government, as well as many individual states such as 
Texas, has instituted programs to help students, educators, 
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and parents to implement scientifically based research 
strategies into their learning experience.1  
 The only strategies that are considered as relevant 
are those that have been proven reliable and valid via 
scientifically based research. The phrase, scientifically 
based research, is a term used 111 times in the No Child 
Left Behind document (Feuer et al., 2002). However, 
documents are lacking that are scientifically based, 
especially in the educational field; most research 
conducted is action research with convenience sampling and 
other research methods typically used in the educational 
field.  
Systems Implementation Example 
 To better understand the issues that the two 
accountability systems would involve, a mini-implementation 
model is needed. A set of data will be used to see what 
would happen to students, subgroups, schools, districts, 
and the state under the Louisiana School Accountability 
System and No Child Left Behind. Fall 2002 Accountability 
Summary Results from the Louisiana Department of Education 
was used (Louisiana Department of Education, n.d.).  The 
components of the data are included in the Appendix F.   
                                                 
1 The Texas Reading/Math Initiative is a program that is similar to the 




Both quantitative and qualitative methods will be used 
as a component of determining the implications of the two 
accountability systems. Quantitative resources will help to 
give concrete numbers and ideas a measurable meaning 
concerning accountability. Qualitative information will 
help the reader more readily understand what the underlying 
implications that the implementation of No Child Left 
Behind and the Louisiana School Accountability System could 
mean for various stakeholders involved.  
Quantitative 
The data were taken not from raw data, but from the 
2002 results of the Louisiana Department of Education 
research division (Louisiana Department of Education, 
2002a). Therefore, Elementary Schools and Middle Schools 
were included on the same category. From the Fall 2002 
data, 103 schools total are at risk of entering into 
Corrective Actions II (School Improvement I, under No Child 
Left Behind) or Corrective Actions III (School Improvement 
II) for fall of 2003 (Louisiana Department of Education, 
2002b).  
 A program was written on the SPSS (Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences) software to flag schools that were 
deficient based upon No Child Left Behind criteria. 351 
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schools were included in this data set. From the elementary 
school data set, subgroups were flagged for each school 
concerning if certain subgroups met their AYP. The 
subgroups for this report are: ELA (English Language Arts) 
Asian, Black, Hispanic, White, LEP (Limited English 
Proficiency), Poverty, and SPED (Special Education), and 
Math Black, Poverty, and SPED. A “1” was given for a flag, 
and a “0” was given for no flags in each subgroup. 
According to the information, 285 out of a total of 351 
schools were flagged as needing to implement corrective 
modification programs. Over 81% of schools have subgroups 
not meeting adequate goals. Again, it is noted that this 
example only included K-8 schools and not all public 
schools in Louisiana. Earlier, information was provided 
that indicated that Louisiana only has 103 schools even on 
the Watch List – which is not as serious as Corrective 
Actions (See Appendix B for Watch List). Only 23 schools 
are in Corrective Actions as of this year. 
Under No Child Left Behind, 285 schools had a total of 
687 flags reported for the eight different subgroups. All 
in all, there are 351 elementary and middle Schools in 
Louisiana (Louisiana Department of Education, 2002a). Of 
the 285 schools flagged, each had at least one subgroup 
flagged with many having five and six flags. For that 
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reason, all of these schools have at least one subgroup to 
which attention must be made. 
The flags are further broken down into three 
categories: High (5-6 flags), Medium (3-4 flags), and Low 
(1-2 flags) amounts of flags. According to the data, 8% of 
the schools had a high number of flags, 23% had a medium 
number of flags, and 68% had a low number of flags.  
Why would this be an important factor to consider?  
Would flagging the school because of one subgroup 
insufficiency be a prudent thing to do? Many would argue 
the affirmative, while others believe that Louisiana does 
not have resources available to meet the needs of this No 
Child Left Behind accountability system. 
If schools with only one or two flags are not 
considered for remedial action, then approximately 196 
schools of the 285 flagged would not need be take 
corrective action. It may make sense to say that the 
remaining 89 schools with only medium or high flags would 
be in need of further investigation. This number is much 
closer to the number of schools on the Louisiana Watch List 
(103).  
Qualitative 
 Many aspects may lend themselves to better understand 
this project concerning the two accountability systems, and 
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one such way is by qualitative means. By working as an 
intern at the Louisiana Department of Education for 
approximately four months, I was allowed to participate in 
many meetings associated with accountability. By this 
involvement, I was able to contribute information to 
understand the issues underlying accountability by means of 
being a participant observer. A participant observer is a 
method of qualitative research in which the data come from 
spending time in the setting under study and participating 
as a regular member (Rennie & Singh, 1995). In this case, 
the setting was at various meetings and in the Department 
of Education and participation was conducted through 
conversations with Department of Education workers, 
attending meetings, and contributing to meetings on 
accountability. Experiences were used as data to lend a 
greater understanding about the issues behind the different 
accountability programs. I believe that by using this means 
of methodology, I could relay knowledge and feelings of 
those so intimately involved in the subject of 
accountability for the state of Louisiana.  
 First of all, I observed many things by attending 
those meetings and through correspondence that the general 
public would not realize save through those associations. I 
was untrained in the area of accountability before being 
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this endeavor, and that naïveté served as an advantage to 
me to better understand what actual concerns people voiced- 
not only through their speech but also through their 
mannerisms and actions to each other. Three subjects became 
evident to me through these observations: political 
implications, time considerations, and financial concerns.  
 The most evident of the subjects observed was 
political implications involved in the accountability 
program in Louisiana. During several meetings, many 
constituents were overly protective of the Louisiana 
program for reasons that seemed unfounded. I began to 
realize that these same people were very politically minded 
and politically active people. These people serve on school 
boards, are members of the state legislature, are leaders 
in education on various levels, and are involved in local 
politics, with many hoping to run for higher office in the 
future. Comments were made during these meetings to support 
this idea. These advocates seemed to agree with subjects 
only beneficial to their political gain rather than for the 
students’ benefits. One such example is over the issue of 
redistricting schools. By redistricting schools, a more 
pliable solution could be found in dealing with failing 
schools; however, some people were adamantly against it 
because it would affect voting results in their districts.  
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 Another idea that surfaced during the four months of 
observation was the timeliness of implementing the new 
accountability system. Meetings were called sometimes 
spontaneously because those in higher authority were being 
urged to meet deadlines. The deadlines were as small as 
having a data set ready for a meeting and as large as 
having the entire program approved by the Federal 
government. Much pressure was put upon the Department of 
Education for the accountability program to be approved for 
the Federal government. Several department overseers and 
directors felt that pressure and relinquished their duties 
for the State. At times, meetings were very strained 
because of the overabundance of information to be relayed 
as well as decisions to be made. Through conversations with 
these people, I began to see what stress this was on their 
marriages and families. The urgency of approval for the 
Federal system left many, in my opinion, in dire need of 
comfort. Perhaps not enough time was allowed for states to 
be in compliance with No Child Left Behind.  
 The last implication that was observed from my active 
participation in accountability issues was the financial 
concerns for the state. During the spring Legislative 
session, financial apprehensions were constantly surfacing. 
Every meeting some constituent or another would voice 
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concerns about our current financial situation. I did not 
realize the gravity of what the implementation of the 
accountability program could mean for the state until 
observing firsthand the uneasiness from people who were 
actively involved in the writing of law and other important 
jobs concerning education in Louisiana. To really be able 
to finance this venue, allocations would have to be taken 
from many successful programs in order to meet the Federal 
legislation. The DARE program, a drug awareness course 
designed for 5th graders, was one program in which spending 
was cut, if not altogether unsupported, to meet the 
financial strains of No Child Left Behind. Could these 
changes be detrimental for our state?     
 Many more instances could be cited as supporting the 
qualitative implications; however, due to the sensitivity 
of this issue, much information cannot be included.  
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The implementation example offered in the previous 
chapters in relation to the Louisiana School Accountability 
System and No Child Left Behind is quite interesting. 
Louisiana is struggling to provide the funds for the 
current schools under the Corrective Actions program. There 
are few, comparatively, to the number that would be flagged 
under the Federal system. However, now with the new system, 
hundreds of schools, greatly surpassing the seemingly few 
currently under the system, will be deemed as needing 
assistance under School Improvement modifications.  
Helping as many schools and students as possible is 
the ultimate goal of both systems, but is it a financially 
logical and a well-timed action to take?  The Louisiana 
system aims to gradually increase the number of schools 
that need help, whereas No Child Left Behind requires 
immediate action (and consequently, immediate funds). 
As distressing as it might sound, the implications of 
either of these systems could spell failure. Can all 
schools in the United States reach a proficient rate by 
2014? What will happen to the schools that cannot? 
Louisiana believes that many of her schools will not be 
able to make this goal. Also, Louisiana feels that many of 
 46
the schools that are currently making relevant strides will 
be discouraged by No Child Left Behind’s system. One such 
school is Ray Abrams Elementary School in New Orleans. This 
school has been raved for portraying such wonderful 
progress in test scores and attendance in the past few 
years yet still will fall short of reaching No Child Left 
Behind’s terms and goals. The principal, Lauren G. Brown, 
believes that the school, the students, the teachers, the 
parents, and the community will become discouraged by the 
No Child Left Behind reports even though they are improving 
their quality of education every year. She says that the 
new laws would “torpedo the growing parent-and-teacher 
morale at her school” (Fletcher, 2003). In short, the 
implications of the accountability laws would demoralize 
the students at these improving schools. 
Another implication of the subgroup analysis is that 
schools in Louisiana are very different from other states, 
not to mention the varying cultural aspects. Looking at 
some school demographic data, one can see that the way 
schools differ are either of great consequence or are have 
no demographic difference. Appendix E supplies information 
concerning diversity of subgroups. Some schools have no 
diversity, and some have much. For instance (and as 
mentioned before), a school in Orleans Parish has 713 
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students – all African American. A school in Assumption 
Parish has 487 students – all white. Ebarb School in Sabine 
Parish has 309 American Indians out of a total school 
population of 365. On the other hand, some Louisiana 
schools are very diverse. John Ehret High School in 
Jefferson Parish must account for all five racial subgroups 
in an analysis. Robert E. Lee High School in East Baton 
Rouge Parish has a large Asian population, as well as 
Black, White, and Hispanic.  
 In these schools where there is diversity among races 
and small subgroup sizes make a big impact, a single 
subgroup can put a school in School Improvement under No 
Child Left Behind. For a simple example, if a school has 
ten (10) Hispanics, and only five (5) of them score at the 
proficient level on standardized tests, then they have a 
50% passing rate. However, if a school has 100 Hispanics 
and ten (10) of them do not score proficiently, then they 
still have 90% passing rate. Many aspects such as cultural 
differences, even within state, are not taken into account 
when these items are scored.  
Under the Louisiana School Accountability System1, 
subgroups are not taken under consideration. Therefore, 
                                                 
1 The original plan is spoken of here. Recently, Louisiana has conceded 
on some points so that she can get her plan passed by Federal 
officials.  
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hypothetically, if a school had a subgroup of American 
Indians who always failed the mathematics portion of the 
test, yet the rest of the population scored at the basic or 
proficient levels, then they would overlook that that 
subgroup was having problems in that particular area. 
Therefore, one can see that problems may lie in either 
system – depending on what information is most useful to 
the particular entity. A single state or district may have 
an agenda that is different from the rest of the nation’s. 
In cases such as these, perhaps an alternate plan to 
accountability may be helpful. 
Also, since No Child Left Behind is for the elementary 
and secondary students, many have overlooked the 
implications for higher education that can accompany it. 
For instance, under NCLB, the only acceptable research will 
be scientifically based research. University education 
programs will have to change their coursework to better 
prepare future teachers for meeting the needs of students 
and schools under the new Federal guidelines. 
Negative Implications 
 Several implications can be associated with the state 
and Federal systems. Both positive and negative ideas and 
policy changes are implied; however, this section will 
focus on the negative implications. No Child Left Behind 
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and Louisiana may have overlapping implications due the 
nature of their respective proposed accountability 
programs.   
 Louisiana has previously set forth her accountability 
standards not including subgroup aggregation. Therefore, 
many believe that this is an implication of not addressing 
the needs of every child of every part of life. Also, 
teachers may “teach the test”, not include English as a 
Second Language and Special Education students (because 
only 95% of students have to be tested), and thus hinder 
all students from the Federal legislation’s ideals.  For 
Louisiana not to comply to the No Child Left Behind’s laws 
will certainly indicate a decrease in Federal funds for the 
state, a measure that Louisiana cannot afford at this point 
in time. Even with the changes, a costly program and 
formidable demands will be placed upon education 
administrators (Brandt, 2002).   
With the new guidelines set forth by No Child Left 
Behind, many states might be prone to misrepresent 
educational realities because of their inability to reach 
the goals. This misrepresentation can come in several 
different forms. The most obvious, of course, is to cheat 
on state assessments, a measure which has been done in the 
past (Hoff, 1999; Keller, 2001; Slobogin, 2001). However, 
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many less-intrusive, yet legal, techniques have been used 
to show educational increases that are not as large as they 
appear on paper. These include, but are not limited to, 
“teaching the test”, making “adjustments” to previously set 
state standards, manipulating test and student statistical 
data, shaping the testing pool of students to fit various 
agendas, and rearranging school and district boundaries 
(Goldhaber, 2002).  
  To confront these negative issues before they happen, 
the No Child Left Behind accountability program already has 
set forth plans of action.2 For instance, to make sure 
measurable student achievement is occurring, NAEP, will 
test students in the 4th and 8th grades, where No Child Left 
Behind requires testing at every grade level 3rd through 8th. 
However, if a state does not have the same standards that 
NAEP has, then the testing results will not be 
representative of that particular state’s standards. This 
problem can be eliminated by No Child Left Behind requiring 
that states’ educational plans be approved by the Federal 
Department of Education (Goldhaber, 2002). NAEP’s goal is 
to make sure that each state is testing in a manner that 
would be consistent interstate.  
                                                 
2 This, of course, is hypothetical. These negative issues could come 
about, despite Federal efforts to control them.  
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 Also, since no rewards are offered to high-performing 
schools, they have no incentive to improve their scores 
(unless they have a low-performing subgroup), as do low-
performing schools (LaPlant, 2002).  
Positive Implications 
 Many positive features are present for the 
accountability systems of Louisiana and No Child Left 
Behind; however, five tend to stand out. Reed Martin, a 
noted expert on educational law, says that these are: 
1. All schools and students must be held by subgroup 
accountability,  
2. Accountability must have a close look at (be based 
on) reading and mathematics, 
3. Annual decisions and reporting must be in place,  
4. Expectations for continuous and substantial 
progress must be present, and  
5. Support must be provided for instructional 
improvement (2002).  
Though noble in its efforts, No Child Left Behind, under 
the auspices of the Federal government, as well as each 
state, will require much effort and many sources of income 
to fully implement these features lined out in the 
reauthorization of this policy.   
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 Interesting ideas brought about by both the 
quantitative and qualitative methods of this project can be 
seen in several areas. The results of looking at both 
quantitative and qualitative data can lend to better 
understanding accountability as it stands in this point in 
time.  
First of all, recall that 103 out of 1,378 schools 
were recorded as being on the Watch List to enter into a 
corrective modifications program. It is interesting to 
understand that approximately 7.5% of schools are being 
watched for failure. If one looks at the previous 
statistical data for the systems implementation example, 
one would realize that approximately 8% of schools reside 
in the category of high amounts of flags, suggesting some 
overlap between the two systems. For example, No Child Left 
Behind standards are too critical and flag many more 
schools than the Louisiana system. However, there seems to 
be some agreement between the two methods if only schools 
with high and medium flags under No Child Left Behind are 
considered.  
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 In elementary and middle schools, 81% (or 285 out of 
351) of schools were flagged for at least one subgroup. 
Perhaps the qualitative observation of the participators’ 
concern for the financial situation of the state is not 
unfounded. Not only has Louisiana had to cease the 
implementation of many vital education programs, but she 
has had to cut the spending of them as well – all to help 
pay for the implementation of No Child Left Behind.  
 Nevertheless, an informed reader of current events 
would understand that a program of the magnitude of NCLB 
would not come without its high costs. However, one must 
ask whether or not the amount required to implement the 
accountability program is feasible for the current economic 
situation.  
On another note, many political reputations are in 
jeopardy with the implementation of No Child Left Behind, 
not only supported by various observations but also 
published opinions by people in the community. Those who 
designed Louisiana’s system, should it be accepted, will be 
greatly esteemed and honored for the idea that started in 
1999. Their political competency will be either increased 
or decreased in the minds of their voters by the results of 
this issue of accountability. If this system does get 
approved, then they will be able to use its success as 
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their platform – helping implement a Federally approved 
accountability system for the State of Louisiana. An avid 
current events reader must realize all of the changes that 
were made to get the program where it is now to be accepted 
by the Federal government. Perhaps the advocates’ ideas 
were not so widely used in the Federal plan as they 
claimed.  
In Louisiana, a news writer has predicted that the 
Governor Foster would use the accountability issue as “his 
biggest legacy as governor” (Sentell, 2002b). If the state 
has to start over with their accountability program, Will 
Sentell believes that Foster will fear his tradition and 
public support of the program will be jeopardized (2002a). 
All in all, many points can be made by not only the 
statistical results but also by the observations made by 
participants. A certain amount of bias may accompany any 
observation, but nevertheless, they can be helpful in 
understanding the state’s predicament.  
Conclusion   
No Child Left Behind is here to stay, whether people 
like it or not. There are some good and bad points to the 
Federal system and the state of Louisiana’s system. 
Concessions must be made on either side. Even though, 
traditionally, education has been left up to the states, in 
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an effort to make sure students are comparable interstate, 
and not just intrastate, a Federal system has been proposed 
and is in the process of being implemented (with state 
control of setting standards and Adequate Yearly Progress 
goals). Because the program is so new, research has not 
indicated where students fall in this range. Some disagree 
with letting states have the power to set goals and numbers 
for individual states. One such entity is Urban Think Tank 
Institute, which believes that the Federal government 
should set standards and accountability measures that are 
consistent from state to state and across the country, 
especially in areas such as language arts, science, math, 
and history (2001). 
Not giving an opinion one way or another, a point must 
be brought out: much information seems to imply that the 
underlying idea behind No Child Left Behind is school 
choice. This gives a venue for those who support school 
vouchers to justify their reasoning to their cause. For 
those who do not support it, they do indeed support 
increased academic achievement, and implementing an 
accountability system appears to be the best way to achieve 
such success. This law does not, contrary to what many 
perceive, offer school vouchers – a taxpayer funded leave 
to pay for private or parochial schools – across the 
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nation. However, as Bill Weinberg told the Washington Post 
in protest to the new federal law, “At worst, <No Child 
Left Behind> is a cynical attempt by the Bush 
administration to build in failure and use that as an 
argument for vouchers” (”Education Law Hurting”, 2003). 
Recently, as mentioned in a previous chapter, Colorado, as 
well as many other states, have approved their own public 
school voucher system even though vouchers are not a part 
of the Federally implemented plan.  
No Child Left Behind is an admirable effort to hold 
states, local school districts, and individual schools 
accountable for the educational achievement of all 
students; however, who is to say that the State of 
Louisiana does not already have a successful program (or 
vice versa)?  
Under No Child Left Behind, each state, in virtual 
isolation, determines the standards for its elementary and 
secondary students. This lack of national educational 
standards has left Americans with “an educational 
hodgepodge comprised of 51 different state guidelines for 
educational success” (Urban Think Tank, 2001). The 
accountability results on the state and national level 
might present two possible situations, as The Advocate 
writer, Charles Lussier, points out: the news of widespread 
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failure will rally community support for public schools or 
create increased distaste for public schools (2002a).   
Many people believe that under No Child Left Behind, 
over 300 schools in Louisiana will require assistance, 
versus the 40 or so that are now under scrutiny. Louisiana 
does not feel like she has the funds to support over 300 
schools in efforts of change. Legislators are trying to 
find additional funds and allocations to support those low-
achieving schools. Everyone agrees that the state needs to 
improve its education; however, the way No Child Left 
Behind describes is very costly for the state. Not only is 
it costly, it is immediately costly, whereas the present 
system gives gradual increases in funds for schools.  
More research needs to be to be executed to 
distinguish, concerning long-term results, both the state 
and Federal accountability systems. Also, as mentioned 
before, several years of No Child Left Behind 
implementation and data collection must be gathered to 
comprehend if the data produces a long-term effect for 
reliable and valid data measures. 
 Accountability, considered from all accounts, must be 
measured holding both its good and negative points. What 
would happen if there was not a system that required 
students to learn a standard curriculum set of information? 
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On an opposite end, what if the system is too stringent and 
disallows students from developing into independent 
learners? One must weigh these factors to understand their 
support, or lack thereof, of accountability systems. From 
the information contained in this report, one can realize 
that not enough accountability can be harmful, while too 
much set on accountability standards can also be 
destructive to various stakeholders of the educational 
system. The most important task of all accountability 
systems is to keep in focus the main goal of implementing 
one: to increase the knowledge of every student that passes 
through the educational system of the United States of 
America, so that they will become better and more 
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